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ABSTRACt 
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taxable capacity as determined from a market value index with 
provision for egualization of funds above the Program^ (4) full state 
funding of the Foundation School Program and expansion of local 
enrichment opportunities if market value information is not obtained, 
and (5) phased implementation of improvements in public school 
finance in Texas, (Author/JG) 
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November, 1974 



TO THE HONORABLE GOVERNOROF TEXAS AND 
MEMBERS OF THE SIKTY-FOURTH LEGISLATURE; 

The following Public School Finance Plan for Texas Is respectfully sub- 
mitted for ynur consideration. The Plan Is a special supplement to the 
Recom endat'- ans for Legislati ve Consideration on Pub lic Educati on in 
Texa_S, November, 1974, and the Forty-eighth B1ehniaT"RepQrt of the~Texas 
Education Agency. 

The recommendations in this plan^ point to several aspects of the public 
educational program that we feel need legislative attention. These 
dspects include: 

(1) expansion of the Foundation School Program; 

(2) legislative establishment of a market value index; 

(3) assignment of the local share of the Foundation School 
Program costs in relation to each district*s taxable 
capacity as determined from a market value index with 
provisions for equalization of funds above the Proiram; 

(4) full state funding of the Foundation School Program and 
expansion of local enrichment opportunities if market 
value information is not obtainedi and 

(5) phased Implementatinn of improvements in the financing 
of public education in Texas. 

Your consideration is necessary for implementation of these recommenda- 
tions and is respectfully requested. The Board, the Coniiiissioner of 
Education, and the staff of the State Department of Education will be 
glad to provide further information and counsel on any of these matters 
to the Governor or to any member of the Sixty-fourth Legislature. 

Respectful ly yours, 
Ben R, Howell, Chairman 

State Board of Education _ 

3 



**An Equaf OppOftunfty Employer'' 



TEXAS EDUCATION AGENCY 

STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 

fSmte Board for Vo^tlona/ EducBrlDn) 



VERNON BAiRD, Fort Worth 
JAMES M. BINION, Abilene 
JOE KELLY BUTLER, Houston 
CARLISLE CRAVENS. Arlington 
W. FETTER, La Marque 
OMAR GARZA, M.D., Edinburg 
JOSEPH C. GATHE, Houston 
E, R. GREGG, Jr.. JacksonvlMe 
MRS. JOHNNIE MARIE GRIMES, Dallai 
GEORGE C. GUTHRIE, San Antonio 
JESSE HERRERA, San Antonio 
BEN R. HOWELL EI Paso 



E. HUGGINS, Jr., Fulshear 
DR. WILLIAM N, KEMP, Houston 
PAUL MATHEWS, Greenville 
DR. STANLEY McCALEB, Richardson 
DUANE J. McCULLOUGH, torpus Christi 
FRANK M. POOL, San Angelo 
GLEN L. SMITH, Waco 
MRS. RONALD SMITH, Fort Worth 
MRS. JANE H. WELLS; Austin 
JAMES H. WHITESIDE, Lubbock 
HERBERT 0. WILLBORN, Amarilio 



M. L. BROCKETTE, Commissioner of Education 
(Executive Officer of the State Board of Educationf 



L, HARLAN FORD, Deputy CommissionGr 
for Progfams and Personnel Deweiopment 



ALTON O. BOWEN, Deputy Commissioner 
tor Administratiwe Services 



4 



rABLE OF (X)X rKXl S 



PAGE 



Introduction 1 

Sunma ry of Recommendations 3 

A Public School Finance Plan for Texas 6 

Program Allotnents 6 

Financing the Program 12 

Full State Funding Option 15 

Regional Education Service Centers ^ 16 

Implementing the Program 17 

Cost of the Proposed Program 17 

The Opportunity 18 

Appendix 

Explanation of Proposed Three Level Funding Plan 19 



5 



iN'i"RODr(;'riC)N 



In 1973, the State Board of Education developed and submitted to the Govirnor, 
the Sixty-third Legislature^ and the general public a Public School Finance 
Plan. THte Board assigned the principal responsibility for the school finance 
study to a special committee. This State Board of Education Committee on Public 
School Finance began its work by considering the scope of public school educa- 
tion needed and wanted in Texas the populations to be servedt the programs 
and services to be offered, and the elements of quality desired. The level of 
funding to support the program and the method of financing wore then determined. 

Three a.ternative plans for improving pubiic school education were considersd 
by the Committee before the decision was made to recommend: (ij full imple- 
mentation of the reconiii^endations of the Governor's Coniinittee on Public School 
Education; (2) development of a weighted pupil approach to financing public 
school education; and (3) development of an expanded Foundation School Program. 
During the months of intensive study, the Board also worked with other concerned 
citizens and organizations in Texas to establish a common base of information, 
to coordinate efforts, and to share information. 

The Board Cornniittee worked on this study for nearly a year before submitting a 
tentative plan for Board consideration in Nover^ber, 1972. FDllOwiny broad dis- 
tribution, public involvement and response, and review of other plans for fi- 
nancing public education* a final plan was adopted by the State Board of Education 
on February 10, 1973. 

For the past several months, the State Board of Education Committee on Public 
School Finance has been reevaluating and revising this plan* This Cornnittee 
recommended that several of the specifics of the plan be updated to reflect 
current district practice and other considerations. 

Both the 1973 plan and this revised version build upon the strengths inherent 
in the foundation concept and incorporate other features including: 

(1) expansion of the present Foundation Program to a level providing 
an adequate basis of support! 

(2) assignment of the local share of the Foundation costs in relation 
to each district's taxable capacity as determined from a market 
value index with provisions to move to full state funding if 
market value information is not obtained i 

(3) expansion of school district capability to enhance and enrich 
the Foundation School Program and equalization of such capa' 
bility if market value information is available; and 

(4) retention of debt service and capital outlay as a local respon- 
sibility. 
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The Board has also recognlzid responsible educational governance as a factor in 
the datermination of educational quality and the method of financing public school 
education. Recommendations for this area have been made in a separate legislative 
recomriendation suppl ement. 

The S te Board of Education has long recognized the need for improving the fi- 
nancirw of Texab public schools. Evidence of this concern can bi seen in the 
Board's recoiTFiendations for legislation submitted over the years. Change in fi- 
nancing is Inevitable. The State Board of Education, proposes one plan for change 
andj in its opinion^ a plan which would provide the quality of education desired 
for Texas. Each of the twelve recommendations of this plan is followed by a brief 
explanation and justification. A complete list of all the recomniendations is sum- 
marized in the following pages. An alternative set of reconmendations is also 
offered in the event that the Legislature does nnt authorize the development of 
a system for obtaining market value information. 

The Board recognizes that this plan is one of .Tiany school finance plans currently 
under development by both public and private groups. In recognition of this fact, 
the Board encourages all study groups to participate in mutual review and identi- 
fication of the vital issues in the financing of public school education in Texas. 
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srMMARV OF RK(X)MMKXDATIONS 



RECOMMENDATION ^1 

Presently authorized Increasas in the FGundation School Program should be fully 
implemented according to schedule. Kindirgarten bilingual c'^cation along with 
any increases in the Foundation School Program enacted by the ^ Legislature 
should be incorporated into the prrgram recommended in this report, 

RECOMMENDATION ^2 

Average daily attendance for state aid purposes should be calculated on the 
basis of the best four six week, best three nine week, or test two twelve week 
reporting periods, 

RECOMMENDATION ^3 

Staffing allocations for regular program personnel should be improved. 

1. Classroom Teachers - One regular classroom teacher for each 23 ADA 
or major fraction thereof for districts with more than 155 ADA. 
Aiigcations for smaller dTsiricts and for vocational and special 
education should remain as in current law. For kindergarten 
through third grade, the actual ratio within the district of stu- 
dents to teachers should average 20 students (ADA) per teacher. 
Teachers allocated under the Foundation School Program should be 
required to perform teaching duties, as defined by the regulations 
of the State Board of Education, 

2, Special Duty Teachers - up to 15 percent of the allocated class- 
room teachers may be designated as special duty teachers and 
paid accordingly. 

3* Aides - One aide for every 10 classroom teachers^ allQcated among 
three pay grade levels^ subject to percentage limitations. 

4. Counselors - One counselor for each 1,000 students in average 
daily attendance or major fraction thereof allotted under policies 
established by the State Board of Education. 

5. Supportive Professionals - One unit for each 275 ADA for districts 
with 1,000 ADA or more. Three units for districts from 500 to 999 
ADA. One unit for districts with less than 500 ADA with an accred- 
ited four year high school. These personnsi should be anocated 
among pay grades on the basis of maximum percentage allocations* 
Separate allocations for supervisors and special service personnel 
should be replaced by the new. formula. 

6. Principals - One unit for the first 15 CTU and one for each addi- 
tional 25 CTU with no credit for fractions. Principal units should 
be divided between head principals and assistant principals, A 
district with an accredited four year high school and fewer than 15 
CTU should be permitted to use one CTU as a part-time principal 

7. Superintendents - One unit for each district operating an accred- 
ited four year high school (current formula). 
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8- Staffing Flexibility - The Conmi ssioner of Education, subject to the 
policies of the State Board of Education, should be pennitted to allow 
flexibility among the categories of personnel allocated under the 
Foundation School Program for purposes other than vocational and special 
education. However, flexiblity shall not increase the level of spending 
under the Foundation School P -ogranu 



RECOMMENDATION ^4 

Allotments for op^ratina costs other than professional salaries and transportation 
should be based on S175 per ADA. Present operating allowances for the support 
of vocational education, special education, and bilingual education costs should 
be continued, A basic allotment of not less than S3, 00 per ADA should be pro- 
vided to support the acquisition of printed and aLidiovisual Miatenals ror the 
Learning Resources Centers. 



RECOMMENDATION ^-^5 

Formulas for the transportation allotnent should be increased by approxiniately 
SBOO P^r bus route. The present formula for the provision of special educatio 
transpnrt.ition should be maintainea at ilSO per eligible student transporteu. 



RECOMMENDATION ^6 

Expenditures from Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (E 
Title I) for educationally disadvantaged children residing in high concent 
areas of low income families should be supplemented by a state allotment o 
per pupi 1 . 



RECOMHENDATION ^7 



The Legislature should adopt a system for the determination of estimates of the 
market value of taxable property in each school district in the Staue, and tor 
the establishment of an. index of such values. 



RECOMMENDATION #8 



The Foundation School Program should be financed from a combination of ^tate and 
local funds. The local share of the cost of the Program should be determined by 
the application of the equivalent of a $.25 tax rate per SlOO of market value of 
taxable property for the State as a whole. Thus the local fund assignment of each 
district should be determined by the application of the same rate to the 2[^^ex 
estimate of the full market value of taxable property in each distnct The .tata 
share of the Foundation School Program should continue to be guaranteed. 
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RECOMMENDATION H9 



An enrichment program should be established which would guarantee each district 
S300 per ADA in additional revenue for an additional local tax effort of $,40 
per SlOO in market value. 

For up to the first SlOO per ADA of such revenue, the district would levy the 
equivalent of a tax rate not to exceed S.IO per SlOO of the rnarket value of 
taxable property in the district. Guaranteed state aid would be supplied to 
those districts unable to raise SlOO per ADA by the application of such a rate. 

For up to the second SZOO per ADA of such revenue, the district would levy the 
equivalent of a tax rate not to exceed per SlOC of the market value of 

taxable property in the district. Guaran-eed state aid would be supplied to 
those districts unable to raise S200 per ADA by the application of such a rate* 



RECOMfCNDATION ^10 

The basic financial support of the regional service centers should be increased 
by SUOO per ADA for a total of S3. 00 per ADA. 



RtCOMMENDATION #11 

The computer services allocation for regional service centers should be incor^ 
porated under a broader allocation for information services, including financial 
support for computer processing on a statewide networks the development of a 
common core of educational data, the provision of communication services ^ the 
provision of technical assistance services , and central administration. 



RECOMHENDATION #12 

Any revision in present school finance forniulas should be phased in over a four 
year period beginning in 1975-76, The full plan would be operational In 1978-79 
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A PUBLIC SCHOOL FINANCE PLAN LOR TLXAS 



Four basic principles should govern the future of public school finance in Texas> 

(1) Guaranteed funding of the state's share of basic educational 
opportunity for all children must rontinue to be a key ele- 
ment of any school finance plan, 

(2) Local taxes should continue to be used in the district collected. 
The capability of each local district to enhance and enrich its 
own program above the state basic program must be preserved, 

(3) The control of the local district and the administration of such 
funds available to that district should be vested in the citizens 
residing within that district, retaining the concept that decisions 
are best when made as close to those affected as practicable. This 
will require responsible district organization and financial struc- 
ture. 

(4) The allocation of state funds shall give consideration to the ability 
of the local school district to provide local tax and other revenues. 

The proposals contained in this report are keyed to the fulfillment of these prin- 
ciples- Changes in the Foundation School Program formulas are recommended in the 
following areas: staffing allocations, operating allowances, transportation, com- 
pensatory education, and financing. Other renommendatlons include continuation of 
authorized increases in the Foufidation School Program, provision of enrichment 
funds, regional service center financingp and a phased implementation of proposed 
changes. 

These changes would require a revision of the chapters of the Texas Ed ucation Code 
which define the Foundation School Program. Other aspects of public school fi- 
nancing in Texas, including distribution of the Available School Fund, the free 
textbook program, and teacher retirement would not be changed by these recommendations. 

Program Allotrncnis 

Authorized Increases 

Present statutes authorize substantial increases in the Foundation School Program. 
In addition, the State Board of Education has adopted a separate recormiendat ion to 
extend bilingual education to kindergarten. 

RECOMMENDATION #1 P^umtZij ouMionA^zed incAOM^U in tkg FaundcLtion Sakuul 

p/LOQn£Lm '^hoLLld be iutlij implmQ^]tQA aaao^%dlng to 4c/ieda£e. 
Klnd^cMm bUAMgual ^dumtlon, olonQ uxUk my IncAgMQ^ 
hi tks. FomdatlQn Bahool P/iogncun anacited by thg Sixty- 
^OLLnXh UQlkia.tm2^ ^kould be lmon.ponaZtd Into the. pKognam 
recommended in thA^ Ko^poHt, 

*Adoptad by the State Board of Education, Febr jry 12, 1972, 
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Present legislation authorizes increases in support for five specific areas: 
salaries for professional and paraprofessional personnel kindergariien educa- 
tion^ special education, vocational education^ and bilingual education. The 
following table compares the 1974-75 levels of these programs with the projected 
1978-79 levels. 



TABLE I. AUTHO 


RIZED INCREASES 
(in 111 


IN THE 
1 nons ^ 


FOUNDATION SCHOOL 

1 


PROGRAM 


ITEM 


1974-75 




1978-79 


INCREASE 


Regular Prograrn 


S 1 , 1 11 . 9 




£1,104.1 


S( 7.S) 


Ki ndergarten 


46,4 




71,0 


24.6 


Vocational Education 


97.2 




139.3 


42,1 


Special Education 


19; B 




2:^3,5 


87,7 


Bilingual Education 


L . 3 




10 .0 


a.i 


Salary Increases* 






156,8 


166,8 


Other Costs 


11 -J 




44.1 


16.4 


TOTAL COSTS 


Slp475.9 




SI, 313. 8 


5337.9 



* Involves all programs 



The authorized increases indicated in Table I will provide for desirable program 
expansions in kindergarten, vocational educations special education ^ and bilingual 
education. Although full impleinentatlon of the present provisions of the minimuni 
salary schedule will increase the salaries of educational personnels Foundation 
Program salaries are falling further behind the district average salaries and are 
not keeping pace with the rising cost of living in Texas. Therefore * salaries for 
educational personnel under the Foundation Program should be increased to realistic 
levels which take into consideration local district practice. 



Ca l_c uj a tip n o f A ve ra g e Da i 1 yi A 1 1 e n da n c e 

A school district's average daily attendance (ADA) is the basis for staff alloca- 
tions under the Foundation School Program. The calculation of ADA is currently 
made on a 180 day or nine month basis. That is, an attendance count is taken every 
day, and the count for the entire year is divided bv the number of days 1n the school 
year. 

RECOMMENDATION #2 Aumge daUji oMmdanat should fae ^^cuZatod an thg 
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A number of factors beyond a district's control may influence its ADA. For example, 
periods of illness and inclement weather ma'^ significantly reduce a district ADA 
and thus tha allocations under the Foundation Program. This recormiindatiQn would 
negate the effects of such factors. Statewide, the ADA and thus Foundation School 
Program costs would be increased by approximately one percent^ or $15 million m 
1975-76* 



Staffing Al locations 

Of substantial importance in the operation of school districts is the allocation 
of regular program staff under the Foundation School Program. Allocation of staff 
under the Foundation School Program is based on formulas, some of which are keyed 
to ADA and others to the number of classroom teachers employed under the Foundation 
School Program formula. The reconmended changes In the staffing formulas are gen- 
erally designed to align the Foundation School Program with average district 
practice. 

RECOMMENDATION #3 StaU^9 aUoaa.tiom ion. /legatoL pnogmn poMomU 



CURRENT FORMULAS 

1. Classroom -1 CTU for each 25 ADA 

Teachers (CTU) -Lower ratios for districts 
with less than 488 ADA 
-Personnel allotted may be 
used for administrative 
purposes 



STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 
RECOMMENDATION #3 



CTU ioK each 23 APA 
-Lowe/L /lcMjo ^on than 

156 APA 
-Hmdc^^ K-S mtlo oi 20/1 

^/Lom 6tatQ. and loml iunds 

tmching dLLtiQA 



Special Duty 
Teachers 



-No provision 



-Up to IB pmamt oi the. 
aMotMd olM^iHjOom tm^hojub 

duty tmahoM and pcUd 



Teacher A^des -1 teacher aide for each -? ie^e^ty on Udz ion. m^k 

and Educational 20 CTU ?o CTU. The^e uyuX^ maid 

Secretaries aUaaatm among ^ytee pay 

QnjxdoA 4iUhjzc^ to pm^^mt 
iAMutcMons 



-1 counselor or supervisor -1 aouMoZofi £on. mah 1,000 kVk 

for the first 40 CTU, and 

1 for each additional 

50 CTU _ 
-Separate allocations for 

vocational education and 

special education 
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CURRENT FORMULA 



STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 
RECOMMENDATION #3 



5» Supportive 

Professional s 



6. Principals 



7. Superintendents 



8, Staffing 

Flexibil i ty 



-1 special strvict unit 
for each 20 CTU (inclu- 
ding librarians^ school 
nurses, school physicians, 
visiting teachers, and 
i tinerant teachers). 

-1 counselor or supervisor 
for the first 40 CTU, plus 
one for each additional 50 
CTU 

-1 full-time and one part- 
time principal for the 
first 20 CTU, plus 1 full- 
time and 1 part-time prin- 
cipal for each additional 
30 CTU 

-1 superintendent for each 
district operating an ac- 
credited four year high 
school 

"Limited to special service 
uni ts 



^CtmAmt 6pg(Uat smvA^ct po^-t- 

o^la.QM atoWed cLt 1 unit/ 
275 AVA, (AiWt dUtHMtM be.- 
twgm 500 and 999 AVA ^ece^w- 

than BOO AVA ^oceXu^wg 1 uiu.t 



-J umX ioK tilt iOut IB CTU 
-7 ayiLt £0^ mch dddAjtLomJi 
25 CTU 

twgeji hoAd pH^CA.pQZk dnd 
-Same, p^eJ^e^yit iomulA 



iufajeo^ to the. polJjUe^ tht 
S^te. BoaAd oi BdiLCMtAMn, may 
otdou; Hex4.b.^A^y omonQ tht 
aate40HA.u peA^iQmeJL aJUa^ 
cot ad ayuieA the. FoandcutLon 
Sahool VKOQHjm ioh. pujipoheM 
otheK than voMtwnaZ and 
spzcAj^ aduoa^ian, HouozvtA, 
ilexlb4Mty 6ifWdUL mt InsMMe. 
ikt le.vat 0(5 spejodLuf^ undeA 
the. Voundatd^n Sahool PHjO gnmi 



Classroom Teachers - Of the almost 14,000 professionals employed above the Foundation 
Program allotments and paid from local funds, more than 8,500 are clasiroom ttacheri. 
Adoption of 23/1 or the state average ratio would add about 8,400 classroom teachers 
to the Foundation School Program, The estimated cost of such a change would be $77 
minion in 1975-76, 

Under the proposal, all teachers allotted under the Foundation School Program would 
be required to perform actual teaching duties. In addition, as a method of rtducing 
class size in the primary grades as a requirement for receiving Foundation Program 
funds, districts would be required to have an overall ratio of twenty pupils per 
clasiroom teacher paid from state and local funds for kindergirttn through third 
grade. 
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Special Duty Teachers - The allocation of funds for special duty teachers is 
designed to provide an additional pay increment for such personnel as depart- 
ment heads, team teathing leaders, and sponsors of student body activities 
including coaches* Districts would submit Information to the Texas Education 
Agency to verify actual employment of such personnel. All teachers employed 
under the Foundation School Program would be required to perform actual teach* 
ing duties. Under the proposal, approximately 16,000 special duty teachers 
would be funded at an added cost of $6.6 million in 1975-76, 

Aides - In 1973=74i 4*492 regular program aides were allotted under the Foundation 
School Program compared to over 10,000 actually employed. A reduction In the 
formula for aides from one for every twenty teachers to one for every ten teach- 
ers would result in approximately 5,800 additional aides being allocated under 
the Foundation School Program, at an additional cost of $25 million In 1975-76. 
Aides could be used either In the classroom or as secretaries. 

The Foundation School Program salary provides for three levels of aides of which 
only Aide I is presently funded. Use of all three levels would allow compensa- 
tion for an expanded list of duties Including working in team teaching activities, 
assisting in drill activities, and performing as an assistant teacher or educa- 
tional secretary. 

Counselors - Current allocation formulas provide one regular counselor or super- 
visor for the first 40 classroom teacher units (1,000 ADA) and one for each 
additional 50 classroom teacher units (1,250 ADA). Under this provision, school 
districts employed 1,332 counselors in 1973-74, In^addltion, 681 counselors 
were employed under vocational and special education formulas. School districts 
also employed 320 counselors from local funds. 

Under this recoiimendation, all counselors would be allocated under the formula 
of one unit for each UOOO ADA. The current provision m the law for cooperative 
units for districts with less than 1,000 ADA would be retained Approximately 
2,500 counselors could be allotted under this formula, at an added cost in 197b- 
76 of $6.4 million. 

Supporti ve Professionals - Texas school districts emplpy a wide range of support- 
iv e^personnel such as sup ervisors, central staff personne , nurses librarians, 
and visiting teachers. Approximately 8,000 such personnel were employed in 1973- 
74 compared to 5,000 provided by the Fountiatlon School Program. The Proposed 
formulas would provide approximately 9,000 such units, at an added cost of $49 
million in 1975-76. Existing limitations on the use of pay grades under the pre- 
sent salary schedule should be reduced. Decisions for personnel to be employed 
would be primarily the responsibility of the district, with overal^ 

age limitations on the number of personnel employed in each pay grade established 
by statute. 

Prin cipals - This recommindation would replaca the current siparate allocations 
for full-t ime and part-time principals with a single allocation for principals. 
An analysis of the part-time principal units indicates that most are actually 
employed as full-time principals either as head of a campus as an ass stant 
principal. Adoption of the propoiid formula would mcrtase allocated principal 
units by 1,500 at a cost in 1975-76 of $22 million. 
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staffing Flexibility - The modern school district represents a complex organiza- 
tionaT enttrprlse involving the employment of hundreds of personnel in a vast 
multitude of jobs. School districts with the capability to administer such 
programs should be entrusted with a greater degree of flexibility in the manage- 
ment of staff than provided under the regulations of the present Foundation 
School Program. With this capability the school district would be able to use 
allotted personnel to meet the specific instructional challenges which the stu- 
dents of that district present to the local administrator and local school board. 



Realistic Allowances for O ther Costs 

Operating Allowances . Beyond support for profissional salaries and personnel, 
thedistrict must be provided with adequate allowances for other operating 
costs* Districts are currently allocated $660 per allotted teacher unit (reg- 
ular ^ vocational and special) for expenses other than the payment of professional 
salaries and transportation costs. There is no Foundation School Program support 
at present for Learning Resources Centers. An abbreviated list of the components 
of the school budget which fall into the operating cost classification includes: 
salaries of non-professional personnel 5 materials and supplies, library bookSi 
utilities, plant maintenance, and fixed charges including insurance costs. 



RECOMHENDATION H kttQ.tnmtk ioh. opamMnQ to^th ot^ioA tiuin pn.a- 
^Q,h6AjOiial 4a£a/Ue^ and tnampQ^i^cM.on ^houitd be 
based on $17B pQA APA* FomutoA ^oK ipeccoC 
aZloaa^tioiU ^qk the. mpponX voca^tLan^l ed- 
uaatloni kpZQJjLt o^daacMonf and bLtLnQua^ Q.dum- 
tlon co^t should bg toyitLnutd, A boAla cLttatmQ.iVt 

not lu^ than $3.00 pet APA ^kaald be pKo- 
yldgd to mppont the. ac4LUk^^n oi ^Untgd artd 
aadLov^tMl mcbteAAjiJU ion. the. LoMyUMQ Re6 otme^ 

The Foundation School Program anowance for operational costs currently provides 
less than 22 percent of the actual costs of operation. In 1972-73, the estimated 
total cost of these items from state and local funds was $363 million, compared 
to $77 million allotted under the Foundation School Program* On a per student 
basis, this means that the mandated program supplied an average of $31 compared to 
$145 actually expended. Recent inflationary pressures will increase this figure 
to at least $175 per student by 1975-76. The failure of the Foundation School 
Program even to approach the actual cost of operation in most school districts 
rests on two considerations. First, increases in the formula allottnent since 
1949 have failed to keep pace with the rising cost of providing adequate opera- 
tional support for the school district. Second, operating costs have increasad 
dramatically as a result of factors outside the purview of the local board. ^ 
Placement of school employees under the minimum wage law in 1966, the recent in- 
crease in minimum wage, rising insurance, and utnity rates, and recent rates of 
inflation have increased the cost of school operation without local school board 
participation. The added cost of this fecommendatlon would be $362 million 
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in 1975-76, Although the cost is significant, adoption of this recomiiendation 
will do no more than bring the Foundation School Program in line with the aver- 
age cost of operation in school districtSp 

Transportation , For most districtSs the transportation of students residing more 
than two miles from school constitutes an additional cost factor. The present 
transportation formula^ last increased in 1970, provides funds for each bus route 
transporting students more than two miles from school. Adjustments for the size 
of the buSi road conditions and the length of the route are also incorporated* 

RECOMMENDATION #5 fomulM ^oK the. tmmpoHMtlon at£o^tmen< ^hoiUd be 
4.ncA^hQ.d by app/LQXA^ateZy iiOO poA bu^ n^outc. Tho. 

tAarUipoHXation ^katLid be mcuL^^tainzd at $150 p2A eZ-iSA.btt 
^tadgnt tKampQ^^d* 

The proposed increase for transportation rests upon three factors currently influ- 
encing the future cost of school transportation, Firsti the price of school buses 
has risen by more than 20 percent since the last adjustment to the transportation 
formulas in 1969, Seconds new Federal government regulations now require periodic 
training of bus drivers* Finally, new safety regulations will require the purchase 
of specialized equipment for school buses. The additional cost of the recommenda- 
tion is estimated to be $7,0 million. 

C omp e n s a 1 0 ri^ Ed uMtjojl^ The Governor's Committee on Public School Education, the 
Texas State Teachers Association, and the Texas Association for Supervision and 
Curriculum Development have all indicated a need for a state supported program 
of compensatory education. State funding is needed because present funding under 
Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 does not provide 
adequate funding for the types of services required* 

RECOMMENDATION § 6 ExpendctuAe^ ^Wm T^e I oi thz EZmmtoAy and 
BgcokidaAy Bdmatlon Act {ESEA, T\UZz I) ^04 eda- 
CjotAjOiwJLly dA^advantaQEjd dvUd^m ^o^MlkiQ IfUgh 
aonaen.taa.tcon mom oi loyo ^aome ^am^tio^ ^houM 
be 6upplmQjitad by a stato. a£Zo^Q.nt $100 pe/i 
paptl. 

Compensatory education programs which have shown positive results have been those 
that involved a significant concentration of dollars above the funds expended 
in general education programs. Title I of ESEA provides approximately $180 per 
child from low income and/or AFDC (Aid to Families with Dependent Children) families. 
The recommended SlOO per Title I child state supplement would bring the level of 
support to $280 per child* The cost of this recommendation would be $6^ million* 
Allocation of these funds to districts would depend on submission of a coordinated 
plan for the use of Title I and state compensatory education funds to the Texas 
Education Agency* 

Financing The Program 

The reconiTiendations to improve the content of the Foundation School Program would 
provide a major improvement in the mandated level of educational financing through-* 
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out the State. Completion of this plan requires that two additional subjects 
be addressed. First, the financing of the Foundation School Program, a subject 
of major controversy for over 20 years, must be resolved. Second, a method for 
tqualizing resources above the Foundation School Prograin must be established. 

Critical to the resolution of these questions is the determination of the tax- 
paying capability of each school district in the State. For 26 years, thi 
Foundation School Program has been financed through a combination of state and 
local funds. During this period the relative ability of each district to ft= 
n^nce education has been measured by the Economic Index-County Tax Roll method. 
The Economic Index, a conglomeration of factors (including a variety of types of 
income* county assessed values, and numbers of students) used to mtasyre the 
ability of each county, is essentially unrelated to the basic source of local 
district revenues the local property tax base. The county tax roll, used 
for the determination of intra-county assignments among school districts , is 
generally acknowledged to be inadequate both in terms of adminlstratiori and 
coverage of taxable values. The entire approach is further complicated by the 
application of a series of special "credits" to the local fund assignment* 
Rather than improving the capability of the system to measure local ability, 
these credits appear to make the system even less related to the actual tax- 
paying capacity of the district. 

As long as the present system of determining local ability has existeds research 
studies have pointed out inequities in the system and recommended that the market 
value of taxable property be used as the sole means for the determination of local 
ability. Studies and reconinendatlons have been made by the State Board of Education, 
the Governor's Coinnittee on Public School Education, the Texas Research League, 
the Senate Comnittee on School Finance, and others including most major educational 
organizations* 

RECOMMENDATION #7 T/ie LegUla^^ shofM odopi a ^y^tm io/i tkt d(tteAmliia^n 
Qjxah school dutnA^ In ifte S^e, and £o4 thi. uiablUtm^nt 

The market value of prDperty in each district may be estimated through one of sev- 
eral devices including ratio studies, sample appraisals, or statewide assessment 
of property. Several groups including the Legislative Property Tax Coninlttee and 
the Texas Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations have research id the 
development of such a system as reconmended. While this system is being imple- 
mented * a set of market value estimates such as those now being produced by the 
Governor's Office for Educational Research and Planning could be used. The 
Legislature must act on this crucial issue in order to provide for the financing 
system which has been reconinended. Without this detirminatlon, the State will 
have no viable measure of the ability of the school district to support education. 



Financing the Foundation' School Program , 

If possible, the historic state-local sharing of the cost of the Foundation School 
Program should be continued. For over 20 years, this partnership has performed 
an important equalization function in the financing of public school education in 
Texas, 
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RECOMMENDATION #8 The ^ouytdation Bo^koot f^ogmm ^houM be iimmGM in.om 

CL aomb4.mZLon statz ard lomJt'iuJvih* The £oca£ stwuit 

tliz aa6t tJi^ P/Log/mi 6houZd be datmrujied by tim 
appJUcMAMn 0^ thg aqiUyaZ^r^t a 1*25 ^lx «^e pm 
$100 oi maAko^ va£ue 0^ tSLmbt^ piopg^ ioK tkz Statg 
04 a whott* TfuLd, the. Zamt ^und a^^k^mmt each 
d<Jit/Uj^ ^houM te d^vmlned by tkt appJLiacMon ^te 
6mz wtg to tho. ^ridex eaAtmote th^ iuZt moAkat woCue 
0^ tsLxabtz piopQAXy mch dMt^lat. the 4^i^e 4tete 
0^ Four^ation Schoot fn^ogHam shoLLld aontimt to be 
guaHMtged, 

Advantages of a Market Value Approach . Application of a tax rate on the calcu- 
lated market value of taxable property will provide relief froin two of the 
inequities of the present financing system. Firsts the local fund assignnient 
win be based on the resources which the district has the ability to tax* Seconds 
the local fund assignment tax rate will be independent of the increastng cost of 
the Foundation School Program. The local share of the Program will grow only 
with the Increase in the value of taxable property throughout the Statii currently 
estimated at seven percent per year. Upon full Implementation in 1978-79* It Is 
estimated that such an approach will yield a local share under the Foundation 
School Program of $466 million compared to about $331 million (1978-79) under 
the present financing formulas* 



Financing E^nHchment of__the Foundation School Program 

As long as Texas has had public educations coriinunities have had the ability to 
finance a program at a higher cost than the basic program of the State* This 
capability to enhance and enrich local programs must be not only preserved, but 
expanded. Local control of the cost of education can be maintained only if ade- 
quate opportunities for enrichment are provided, 

RECOMMENDATION #9 An zmA.dmmt ^ognm ^/lou^ be ^^btUkod wiUah muM 
QUjOJiantm each dA4t/Uat $30Q piA APA addUtAjonoLt 
^eveMue an c^dutijomZ locLaZ tax e^^o^ oi $*4C pe/t 
$100 0^ ma/iket ua£ae* 

Fo/L up to the £4Mt $100 pm AVA saak /Leuemie, thg 
dtbtJUat muld Imy thg e4iUvale.nt oi a tax mt^ mt 
to exceed $.10 pe^ $100 o^ thz mmkoi value, oi taxahlt 
pKQpmXij In thg dUt/uLct* GaoAante,^ statt cUd muUd 
fae Auppited ^0 i/io^e dUtAM^ amble, mAA(L $100 pe/i 
AVA by thz appJLLacMjon o^ sacSi a Hatt- 

PoK up to ihe sgaond $200 poA AVA oi mah ^eueme^ thg 
dutAl^ yooiM Ze.vy the e^u^jvaJtwt oi a tax mt& to 
exceed $,30 pm $100 oi the mo^feet ua£ae oi taxaht^ 
pAopeAty tn the diat^ict* Gm/mttged 4tate oM moM 
be iupp^^ to ^Jio^g dUt^Luit^ umb£e to ml6g $200 
peA AVA by the wppUMtlon oi 4uch a 4ate* 
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EquallEation of Local Leeway Oppgrtunl ty . Under the prtsint financing systtm, 
substantl¥T opportunity for local enrichment eKists for many d1itr1cti. However, 
districts without substantial taxable resources art often unable to meet the 
sxpictations of the local comrnunity within a reasonable tax rate. If Information 
relating to the market value of taxable property is available, the approach rec- 
ommended abovi will maintain and expand enrichment of the Foundation School Program, 
while at the same time providing those districts with low property wealth a sub- 
stantially equallied opportunity to raise funds above the Foundation School Program. 

At the present times state average enrichment of the Foundation School Program 1s 
$231 per student compared to the recomnended $300 equalization level. Districts 
could choose any spending level up to $300 per student over the Foundation School 
Program provided they levied an appropriate tax rate on market value. Since this 
program would be optional » no district would be forced automatically to levy a 
tax rate above the basic Foundation School Program rate equivalent to $,25 per 
$100 of market value of taxable property. Any district could, of course* raise 
funds beyond the $300 per student equalization level from local sources only. 

Impact on Other School District Revenues , This plan does not address the financing 
of debt service and capital outlay/ The financing of community servlceii such as 
adult education, as well as food service and student body activities are also not 
included in the plan. Additionally, the plan gives no consideration to the use 
of nontax local revenues or federal funds. 

Full State Funding Option 

The preceding recomniendations are made in full awareness of the problems of ob- 
taining market value information. Although many other states use this form of 
ability Indicator, all of these states have state agencies charged with the 
responsibnity of collecting and verifying the proper valuations of property, 
Texa^ ha-, no such agency- Most of these states have one tax roll per county; 
Texas has almost 1,000 school tax rolls in its 254 counties. Most of these 
states have a workable definition of "taxable property"; Texas, In effect, has 
no definition. Most of these states have a documentary stamp tax or some other 
method of recording the sales of property; Texas has no such Instrument, Rec- 
ommendations for the creation of a market value index have been contained in 
virtually every major school finance study completed In Texas since 1925, To 
date, none of these plans have been adopted by the Legislature, 

As a result of these obstacles and the history of past failures of attempts to 
implement a market value index, the State Board of Education proposes an alterna- 
tive plan to be used if the Legislature falls to enact a method for the determina- 
tion of local taxpaying ability based upon the market value of taxable pfoperty. 
The following alterations to the recornnendations would then be necessary. 

Program Allotments 
ALTERNATIVE 

RiCQMMENDATION #3 Thi. pKumt cMoaa^n iornvdU ion. at^^n.Qom tmmm& 
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F1na_n_cing the Program 



ALTERNATIVE 

RECOMMENDATION #8 T/ie romdaMon School Phognm should be iuMy 

^.tnanced ^^om Stato. ^and^. The mtOLt aost oi 
the. FotmdaZUn SoJioot P^ognam should fae gmn^in- 

Under this approach^ each district would racelvi the full amount of funds 
necessary for an adequate educational program from state sources. 

ALTERNATIVE 

RECOMMENDATION #9 So^hool dUt/UoM shouZd be p2AirUMe.d to tae 
avoAJtcLble. toojoiZ ^undb ioK ^jvU^ahmmt o£ 
Foand^^on Sahoot Pkoq^iM]^ 

Since full state funding involves potential additional local leeway funds 
resulting from the elimination of the local fund assignment, changes In the 
pupil -teacher ratio and higher salaries for public school personnel would be 
funded from Increased local leeway funds rather than being included in the 
Foundation School Program, 

Regional Kducalion Service Centers 

Regional education servlct centers were established in 1957. They have proved 
their worth by providing local schools wide variety of services which are 
higher in quality and lower in cost than individual school districts could 
provide separately. 

RECOMMENDATION #10 The. ^Jjw^tlcJL mppoht oi the. n.tQlonaJL 
t^QM^cn 4eAu^c£ cen^£A4 hhouZd fae 
JjiCAeMe.d by $U00 peA kVk ion. a totaZ 
$3,00 peA AM. 



Due to inflations costs of providing services have risen drastically s but the 
level of support has remained the same. This $1.00 per ADA increase would 
represent an increase in 1975-76 of $2*5 million over the present funding 
arrangement. 

RECOMMENDATION #11 TM aom]^e/L 4eAU4ce4 dULocjoMjovi ion. 

n.e.giorwLt gduQjOi^jon ^^u^ae c&Jf^eM 
^hoLLtd fae ^naonpomted tindeA a bKoc^eA 
alJtaQ£M.Qn io^ ^iomoMon ^eauACei* 
AMd^udLng i^^nMcAat sappon^ £oK compttteA 
pKoce^^^g on a iitatmMt n^bmnki the. 
doAjeJlopmmt o£ a aormon aou oi zdumr 
tiomZ da&, ih^ pAov^^n o£ commU.^ 

t^Qh\^mL a^6AJ^tanae. ig^u^aa, and 
(LmtjwdL cLdmuiUt/iat4^n. 
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Computer services at regional education service centers are financed from state 
and local funds. In 1973=74* the $1*00 per ADA state anocation to each regional 
education service center for computer services paid for only 35 percent of the 
cost of these services » An Increased computer services al location would provide 
financial support for a statewide computer network. Development of this networkt 
along with data coimiunl cation and technical assistance servicess would provide 
equitable support of computer services as an incentive to all school districts to 
maintain computerized data banks* Also, the common core of educational data would 
serve statewide planning and evaluation needs* This recommendation would cost 
$4.1 million in 1975-76. 

IniplcMiicnting 1 he Program 

All of the presently authorized Increases to the Foundation School Program are be- 
ing phased in over a period of years. Continuation of this approach for the rec- 
omnended Improvements in the Foundation School Program is essential for orderly 
growth of the public school program and for development of adequate state and local 
tax policy designed to meet the needs of education and state government. 

RECOMMENDATION #12 Art^ mvUlon In p^umt Ackool ^Imna^ ^omaiJU &hotUd 

76. Tkt itLU plan muld be QpoMatloml In 197B-79, 

Both from the point of view of total costs and the impact of the proposed state 
financing plan upon school districtSs a period of gradual implementation will 
be necessary. In addition, the proposals related to market value of taxable 
property have been keyed to present locally Imposed definitions of taxable prop- 
erty and estimates of property values still to be established. These proposals 
will have to be reexamined in light of whatever action the Legislature takes 
concerning the definition of taxable property and the distribution of property 
values among school districts* 

Cosl Ol 1 he Proposed Prograni 

A summary estimate of the projected current operating cost from state and local 
funds under the Public School Finance Plan is presented In Table II. These 
estimates are based upon full Implementation of the proposed program in 1978-79* 

The total cost of the complete financing plan contained in this report Is pro- 
jected to be $3,041 million compared to projected 1974-75 costs of $2il03 
million for current operations from state and local funds. Under these pro^ 
posals the cost of state aid to educatipn would rise from $ls224 million In 
1974-75 to $2,144 million In 1978-79^ an Increase of $920 million. However, 
approximately $276 million of this amount would be the result of presently 
scheduled increases in state aid to education. As a result, the added an- 
nual state cost of the reconinendatlons contained in this report 1s estimated 
to be $644 million in 1978-79. Of this amount, $160 million would be for 
equalizing enrichment opportunities while $484 mnilon would be for increasing 
the basic level of the Foundation School Program, 
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TABLE II. ESTIMATED STATE AND LOCAL COSTS UNDER THE RECOMMENDED PLAN 

1978-79 
(cost In millions) 



FOUNDATION SCHOOL 
PROGRAM 



ENRICHMENT 



TOTAL 



State Funds 



$ 



1,984 



$160 



$2,144 



Local Funds 



467 



430 



897 



Total Funds 



$2,451 



$590 



$3,041 



At presant tax rateSi the school districts of the state will be raising over one 
billion dollars in revenues for current operations by 1978=79* Under this plan, 
however, thiJ amount will be decreased as a result of the substantial increases 
in state aid to public school education. This would mean a reduction in local 
property tax rates in many school districts throughout the state* 

If the information on the market value of taxable property is not avail able, the 
alternative plan presented in this report would have the effect of increasing 
present commitments of state funds for 1978-79 by a total of $864 million com- 
pared to the recommended plan amount of $661 million* 

The cost figures presented in this table do not take into account either addi- 
tional local funds for capital outlay and debt service or state funds expended 
outside of the Foundation School Program including those for teacher retire- 
ment contributions, textbooksi or special funding of vocational education or 
other programs* 

The Opporiuniiy 

Basic improvement of the system for the financing of public elementary and sec- 
ondary education is long overdue in Texas* Enactment and implementation of a 
comprehensive public school finance plan will require some of the most far- 
reaching public policy decisions ever made in Texas. As this report demonstrates 
the cost of improving educational opportunity in Texas is considerable. The fail 
ure to provide an adequate educational program for all of the children in Texas 
is even more expensive* Nowt as in the past, Texans must take advantage of the 
opportunity to create meaningful improvement in public school education. 
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APPENDIX 



Explanation Of Proposed Three Level Funding Plan 

The attached table demonstrates the effect of the proposed three level funding 
plan as recomniended In this report. Under recommendations eight and nine, this 
funding plan would be in effect only if the State chose to adopt a system for 
the detennination of estimates of the market value of taxable property. 

The purpose of the table is to examine the potential impact of the plan on 
various levels of taxpaying ability as measured by the market value of taxable 
property per ADA. Prior to a detailed explanation of the information contained 
in the table* it is important to note several underlying assumptions. 

1. The table shows a Foundation Program cost per pupil of $lsOOO. This 
level does n_ot mean either the average level at full implementation 
of the recommendations contained in this report (estimated at an 
average of $949 per ADA in 1978-79) or the actual level of the 
Foundation School Program at any particular point in time for any 
given district. 

2. The data used to measure the impact of this information on current 
district taxing levels is drawn from the data contained in the re^ 
port, 'Preliminary Estimates of 1970 Market Value of Taxed Property 
of Texas School Districts'% published in September, 1972 by a number 
of Texas school finance study groups. As that report reconmendedi 
the information should be used only for planning purposes. No final 
measure of the impact of the recommendations can be made until 
official estimates of the market value of taxable property in each 
district are determined. 



The following section defines the data contained in each column. 



COLUMN TERM 

1 MARKET VALUE PER ADA 



% ADA 



DEFINITION 

Selected levels of the market value of taxable 
property per student in average daily atten- 
dance (ADA) 

The percentage of students attending school in 
districts with the indicatid market value per 
student or less 



3-5 FOUNDATION SCHOOL PROGRAM 
TOTAL STATE LOCAL 



The funding of the Foundation School Program 
at various levels of market value per ADA 
based on a $1*000 per ADA cost of the Program > 
a $.25 tax rate on market value, and a State 
Available School Fund Apportionment of $200 
per student 
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COLUMN TERM DEFINITION 

6-8 LEVEL I ENRICHMENT The funding of the first level of local en- 

TOTAL STATE LOCAL richment of $100 per student based on the 

application of a $*10 tax rate, equalizing 
state aid for districts up to $100,000 of 
market value per studenti reduced tax rates 
after this pointi and inclusion of budget 
balance amounts 

9-11 LEVEL II ENRICHMENT The funding of the second level of local 

TOTAL STATE LOCAL enrichment of $200 per student based on the 

application of a $.30 tax rates equalizing 
state aid up to $66s667 of market value per 
ADA, reduced tax rates after this point, and 
inclusion of budget balance amounts 

12-14 ALL FUNDS The summation of total, state, and local 

TOTAL STATE LOCAL amounts from the three levels of funding 

15 TAX RATE The total tax rate per $100 of the market 

value of taxable property necessary at each 
level of wealth to achieve the maximum 
support level of $1*300 per ADA 
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STATK BOARD OF EDUCATION 



PROPOSED THREE LEVEL FUNDING PLAN BY SELECTED LEVELS 



mm mi 

m AQA I ADA TOm 



SCHOO 
ITATE 



LOCAL* TOTAL jWI 



LEVEL I ENRICHiNT LEm 11 EmiNT ,,,, '^^^ |f 

LOCAL** TOTAL mil urn**' TOTAL ITATE LOCAI 



IS) 

M 



STATE SUPPORT FOR ALL LEVELS OF FUfiBINO 

$ 20,000 Hi 11,000 m ^ ^0 

40 JO 53.7 1,000 iOO 100 

60,000 82.7 1,000 §50 1^0 

66,667 84.9 l.OQO 333 i§7 . 

ENO'OF SWF SUPPORT FOR LE\IEL 11 ENRimT FOIS 



$ 80,000 8iJ $1,000 iioo I loo 

100,000 93.0 1,090 7iO 
END OF STATE SUPPORT FOR LE^EL I ENRICHMENT FUNDI 



$ 110,000 
200,000 
320,0 



96.2 
97j 
98.9 



11,000. 
1,000 
1,000 



162! 
§00 
200 



375 

ioo 



IIQQ 
100 
100 
100 



HOO 



iloo 

100 
100 



60 
40 



20 



$ 20 
40 
60 
67 



I §0 
100 



1100 
100 



200 


$140 $ 60 


$1,300 


m 

200 


10 120 


1,300 


20 ISO 


U3D0 


200 


200 


1,300 



$200 
200 



$200 
200 



$200 

200 



$200 
200 
200 



iio 3 

861 4! 



$1,300 $ S20 $ 4 
1,300 750 1 



$1,300 $ 625 $ I 
1,300 500 
1,300 2i0 lit 



mi AID LIHITEO TO AWILAILE SCHOOL FUi APPORTlOiENT 



S 100,0 
1JO,0 



9i? 11,000 $200 I BOO 1100 
100.0 1.000 200 800 100 



$100 
100 



$200 
200 



$200 $1,300 $ 200 $1,1 
200 1*300 100 111 



* I 21 m up to 320,000 Mapkit Valui per ADA 
** $.10 rati up to 100,000 Hirkit Valui m ADA 
*** $ 30 rite up to 6i,SS7 MM Vilui per ADA 



ST A IF. BOAKl) OF EDUCATION 



)PO.SED TIIRFF, UXE. ll'NDINX; PLAN BY SELECTED LEVELS OF WEALTH 

(AnuHiiHH per ADA) 



FOiJfiDATION SCHOOL PROffiAH 
TOTAL STATE ' ^^^^^ * 

LIVELS OF FUNDING 



LOCAL* IDTAL 



SUOQO 1950 
1,000 900 
1,000 B50 
1,000 833 

FOR LEVEL II ENRICHMENT FUNDS 



LEVEL I immBi 

STATE LOCAL** 



LEVEL II ENRICHHENT 
TOTAL STATE . 





iioo 


i 80 


S 20 


$200 


100 


100 


60 


40 


!D0 


ISO 


100 


40 


60 


2DD 


167 


100 


33 


67 


200 



$140 
80 
20 



m 



ALL FUNDS 
TOTAL STATE LOCAL 



1,30 



866 434 



TAK mi 



60 


S1.300 11,170 $ 130 


$ .51 


120 


urn 1,040 260 


M 


ISO 


1,300 §10 390 





M 



$1,000 $300 S 200 $100 
1 1.000 750 250 100 
FOR LEVEL I EIICHINT FUIS 



i 80 
iOG 



izoo 

200 



1200 
200 



il,300 i 820 1 480 $ JO 
i»300 750 550 .ii 



$1,000 1625 $ 375 $100 
1,000 100 500 100 
1,000 200 800 100 



Mailable school funo APFORTiOHMifiT 

: $1,000 $200 $ BOO $100 
1,000 200 BOO 100 



$ 100 
100 
100 



I 100 
100 



$200 
200 
200 



$20 



200 


$1,300 


1 625$ m 


$ .4S 


200 


1,300 


500 800 


.40 


EOO 


1,300 


250 1,050 


M 


100 


$1,300 


$ 200 $1,100 


$ M 


EOO 


U3D0 


200 1,100 


,11 



■ * $.25 rite up to 320,000 Hifket Value pir ADA 
** $.10 rite up to 100,000 Hirkit Value per ADA 
** $.30 rati up to 66,667 irkit Valui per ADA 
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